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ABSTRACT

This report provides achievement information in Mathematics and Reading for

the five years, 1971-1972 through 1975-1976. The data are drawn from cross-sectional

analyses, focusing primarily,on mean score performance in Total Mathematics and

Total Reading on ty-wide tests.

e principal f ndings,are:

While the T tal Program (TFT)shows continuous improvement in both

Math and Reading in Grades K-3 a6ross the five years it is the

Behavior Analysis Model (BA) which has produced the greatest

positive program effect.

Across the 5 years and across Grades K-3, BA easily ranks first

among the mddels in both Math And Reading. By 197.5-1976, BA bad

attained mean scores corresponding to the following national

percentiles in Math across Grades R-3 respectively: 64, 71, 62

and 63, while corresponding percentiles in Reading for K-3 were:

80, 75 61 and 49 respectively. Furthermore over the 5 Years,

across the program grades, BA percentiles equaled or exceeded the

national mean in 64% of the total comparisons made in Math and in

-50% of those made in Reading its mean scores, moreover, were higher

than those attained by its appropriate Won-Follow Through (INFT)

groupings ip 87% of the Math and 78% of the Reading comparisons,

while similar results w th respect to its appropriate Total District

(TD) groupings were 86% and 72% in Meth and Reading respectively.



The closest model to BA in K-3 performance across the five years

is the Bank Street (BS)-, which ranked second among the models in

Math and third in Reading. In 1975-1976 it had attained the follow-

ing percentiles in Math across K-3 respectively: 64, 63, 57 and

37; its percentiles in Reading correspondingly were: 80, 59, 50

and 39 respectively a--oss the K-3 range.

The Parent-Implemented Model could not be tanked over the

five years because it was not tested in 1972-1973. The Philadelphia

Process Model (PP) ranked second in Reading across the ficre years,

principally because of improved performance in 1975-1976. It

ranked fifth in Math, however. FIX ranked third in Math, and fourth

in Reading, having improved substantially since 1974-1975. The

Florida Parent Model (FP) ranked fourth in Math and fifth in

Reading The Bilingual Model (BI) ranked last in b_th subject

matter areas.
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FOLLOW THROUGH
-PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS

IN PHILADELPHIA
1971-1972 THROUGH 1975-1976

INTRODUCTION

This -eport is concerned with cross-sectional analyses of reading and

mathematics achievement test performancesfor the past five years in the

18 schools involved in the original Follow Through program; it does not

address performance in the 46 additional schools of the local Follow Through

-Expansion Program.:. The --iginal Follow Through program consisted- f pupils

Kindergarten through Grade Three. In the latter portion of school year

1974-1978, there was a local extension to Grade Four bu- funding cutbacks

caused this to be discontinued after 1975-1976.i The data,analyzed have :

been obtained (1) from the CttY7.14ide Testing Program administered in school

years 1971-1972 and 1973-1974 through 1975-1976 by the Division of Testing,

Office of Research and Evaluation, School District of Philadelphia, and

(2) from the tests administered in school year 1972-1973 to Follow Through-

and comparison grOupS only, by the Stanford Research Tnstitu e

The following te t data are the focus of the report for the five year

period:-

(1) in Spring 1972. _the Stanford Early School Achievement Teat (SESAT)

A

for Kindergarten, the Metropolitan Achievement Teat MAT) f--

GradosOne and Two, and -thelowa Tests of Basic Skills-(ITBS)

for Grade Three;

pring 1973 the MAT for Kindergarten and Grades One through Three;

.in Spring 1974 the SESAT for Kindergarten and the-California-Athievement..

Tests (CAT) for Grades One through Three; and

--the dieters of 1975 and .1976 the- SESAT for- Kindergar en and the

CAT for Grades One -through Four.

1 2



The analysis ca_ego

of aggregate data=

es are based on the followin

(1) Follow Through data by schoolyear- comprisIng reading and mathematiti

scores from allTgllow Through classes grouped by model, by district:,

and a Total Follow Through aggregate.

n-Follow Through data by echool year except unavailable

1971-1972), comprising reading and mathematics scores from _ all

comparison classes in D stricts 1-6 (except Kindergarten,

Grade One in 1975-1976, bee-use of absorption into the'expansion

program), grouped by district, and a Total Non-Follow Through:

aggregate.

:District summary data by achOol yea- (except

1972-1973), comp

available for

-ing reading and_mathematics scores fro- all

pupile in--the city,--grouped bY_district (for Districts-1-76) and

a-.Total Districts 1-6 aggregate and a Total-City aggregate

.-1-8).

-The comparison classes rom which the Non-Follow Through data noted1='.

ere obtained parallel the coMparispn group employed in the National

Thiouih Evaluation in19721973 ty SRI, with the exception of a

very few classes added to equalize the distribution across districts in-

certain grades SRI:had not made this information available until then,

coMparison data were-not able to be provided for 1971-1972. The local

,Jollow Through Expansion Program, on'the other hand, was instituted

the Kindergarten level In March 1975 and extended to Grade One the following

School year. The schools involved in this local expa_-ion included tho



-;containing Non-FollowThr ugh comparison classes; acdordingly, as noted

there are no Kindergarten and Grade One Non-Follow Through datafor

sehool ye_r 1975-1976'

"Reading and mathe CS achievement' in this report always refers,-to

those :scores from the variou_ tests labeled 'Total Reeding' and 'Total

respectively, exept for those instruments which do not yield

scores such as the SESAT in reading (Letters and Sounds was used) '

and the ITBS in reading (Reading Comp ehension was used).

Mathematics

area

The:report is essentially an attempt to compare the Follow Through

els with one _another across five e-y_Appt data analyzed from

a number'of differerit-perspectives. It is divided into three parts.

I_offers these comparisons .(1) in terms of-national percentiles

Part

corresponding

_ mean scorea, and (2) in terns ofrmean score differences when compared

h appropriate Non-Follow Through and Total Di ict/Total Gitygroup7

ings. Part II provides these same-kind of compari ons (data available only

for:the last: three years) with regard to the percentage

below the national 16th percentile and

percentile .

= pupils scoring

-- above the national 50th

Part III ranks each model-in terms of (1) percentage of times

_cores equaled:. or exceeded the national mean, (2) percentages

pupils wit scores below the national 16th percentile and percentages

at or above the national 50th percentile. In each of the-three parts, data

pertinent to the _current year (1975=1976) are

-an analysis of performance across th

resented first followed by

General summary tables for this report are presented In Appendix A.

-A- series graphs displaying national percentile rankings for all- Follow Through

models is found In Appendix B. An abstract of the Title I Report

ncluded:as Appendix C, particula ly because of the numerous achievement ob-=

jectives that were of concern for that report, but also to provide a brief er-

ew of total program context.. 14



A companion vcqume -ill give bic data tables for the-,Winter 1976-

testing 7he data include number of pupils ean score, number and

percentage scoring below the national 16th percentile, and number and-

pe centage scoring at or above the nationil 50th percentile; for every

grouping (Follow Througb, Non-Follow Through Total District, and Total

City) by sebtest area within grade. Additionally, a series of matrices

compares the differences in mean sco rs between the various groupings in

terms of the-standard error of measu ement of the diff- &ices between means_;-_

by subtest area within grade. Mean scores reported for SESAT are raw

scores; mean scores reported for the CAT are the standardized AchieVement

Development Scale Scores (ADSS).

A description of the abbreviat_ons used for all groupings is shown

Table4.-. Note that the e are no separate District 1, District 1, or

_District 6 Follow Through groupings; this is because the Philadelphia

Process Florida Parent, and Educational Development Center models are

contained Within these single districts respectively. A table providing

orientation to the 18 original program schools in terms of odel and district '.

affiliation is shown in Table B. As the table indicates, there are

3 schools each in five of the models; rhe Florida Parent model consists

two schools, and the Parent Implemented is the lone -g.inElg,school

model.

-

It hould be reemphasiz d that the renort is based sOlely :n cross-

_ seCtiOnal analySes. Othe- reports prepared by the evaluation unit,provide

quasi-longitudinal and longitudinal analyses which complement the former

approach and offset theconfounding.effecta inherent in any -form of

analysis,

-4-

15



E A
. Grou-ing Abbreviations

Tbroughout the-.report the Follow-Through group_ngs are-referred--

,to in the following abbreviated fo

BS = Bank S reet Model

BA = Behavior Analysis Model

BI = Bilingual Model

EDC = Education Development Center Model

FP = Florida Parent Model

PI = Parent Implemented Model

PP = Philadelphia Process Model

D2F = District 2 Follow Through Grouping

D4F = District 4 Follow Through Grouping

D5F = District 5 Follow Through Grouping

TFT = Total Follow Through Program (All Mode s

16



Table B : Orientat_on

District Affiliation

District I
Drew
McMichael
Wilson

Follow_ Through Schoo

Philadel hia Process
Drew-
McMichael
Wilson

Dis rict 3 Florida_Parent
Nebinger Nebinger
'Kearny Kearny

District .6 EDC
Fulton Fulton
Kelly, J. B. Kelly, J. B.
Wister, J. Wister, 3.

District 2 Beh"iornalsis
Arthur _ Arthur
Stanton E. M. r Duckrey
Waring Pratt-Arnold

N.
N

District 4
DuckTey
Pratt-Arnold

Bank Street
----Stanton, E.

Dunbar
Elverson

District 5:
Dunbar Bilingual
Elverson- Waring
Ludlow Ludlow
Ferguson Ferguson

Parent Im lemented

Harr son - -x-x-x- x

17
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PART I. COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE OF FOLLOW THROUGH MODELS IN READING

. AND MATHEMATICS FOR THE FIVE YEARS 1971-1972 THROUGH 1975-1976:

T COMPARISONS IN TERMS OF NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS

CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES, AND (2) COMPARISONS ON THE

BASIS'OF RELATIVE MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FOLLOW

THROUGH AND APPROPRIATE NON-FOLLOW THROUGH, TOTAL DISTRICT,

AND TOTAL CITY GROUPINGS.

-inary Considerations

To permit comparisons across years in terms of mean scoref- on the

different tests noted earlier, It was necessary

scores attained by the Various groupings/models

to convert the mean=

to corresponding

-natiOnal percentile rank_ The positimtaken in this..renort is

_that since technically- Hd scores are itat evailable-for _the

'ions_ instruments involveA, -er-entiles -ate the gTga.nossible
.

comparison indices. which-can-be.adopred. .Percentiles are' made-use-

then,Jor rhe comparisons .discussed in the initial section..

t 1, on the assumption that th-ey can,be:ge

though certainly not literally,- as equivalent-Indices Of_perforM-

ance across these different tests,

involved are composite

esp cially since the test areas

Total Reading and-Total Mathematics,

which can mitigate any.basic differences in definiti

merit strategy in one or the othe subtest fro

= _ _

Two further concerns in using percentile ranks are (1) how to

easure--

which they are formed .



dea- -ith -the percentile. Scale's unequal interval_prope ty, and

(2)- how to treat the measurement-errors associated with aparticu7...

lar instrument when scores are transformed to percentiles.

usual solution to both problems is to present the data In per

centile, standard error, bands appropriate to the different levels

f the scale.. This approach was considered of-doubtful value

in fact, unnecessary in this first segment of Part. I because of

the already acknowledged.informality in the u e of percentiles,
_

and also because the two comparIson dimensions in Part I, the

second of which is entirely concerned with standard error con-

siderations, are to be regarded as essentially complementary

aspects of the single focus of this part, which is to character-

ize mean score perforvance. .-

A final consideration regarding the use percentile ranks

in the report is the fact that national 22211:percentile r-

provided in the test manuals had to be employed even though

grOup mean sco -s were being:transformed. In the absence of

national group percentile information, this seemed te be the only::

recou_ e.

As in previous reports on cross-sectional analyses- 'he pop
,

ulation of concern ic con Lde-ii to be the total Philadelphia

,Foll- Through population within the total city population of

School District --of.Philadelphia::wh ch is encOMpeased in city-

wide test ng. Therefore when there

19
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differences in the second secti

as occurring in a pa -meter context -and are reported in terms

easurement error only and not sampling error. The com-

panion volume described in the introduction, however, provides

all data necessary for -aking strictly statistical infe

a hypothetically larger population should this be required;

on the other hand, the findings repor ed here are regarded as

essentially generalizable to large cities like Philadelphia .

computing probabilities (at leas

levels of meandIfferences the formulas given by Davis-,

(F.B. Davis Educational Measurements and:Their Interpretation,

Belmont, Calif.; WadsvOrth Publ. Co., 1964) for the standatd

or of measurement of the difference between means were used-.

For independ nt groups, the required difference between means

ound by computing:::

where N and N
2

e the number of pupils in each:group; _4-E.M.

refers to the standard error of measurement found in the test

manual, which Davis considers adequate for genera

For overlapping groups, the required value Is

1.9.6

the number of pupils lii :the7subgroUp A:1 N

:2 0



is the number in the total group. .

;The following dis-ussion is based overall on Tables 1=4

Appendix A which provide general summary data for reading

and Mathematica separately, by FT groupings/models grade-, and..

school year. An explanation of the information contained

table -ells is shown on the page:preceding Table 1.

B. Co

-As noted in the Introduction, each segment of

thatjollow presenta.1975r1976 data only initially

pattern of performance across

1975-1976.-

ar on Indices

Analysis of National Percen

Score

-ach

a

in the

the discussions-

and then the

he 5.years 197171971.through:.

Rankings Corresponding to1qean

-conclusions in the 1974-1975 report _o_ cros

were:

Grade! K and 1.

evement in Follow ThrOUgh --(GRE RePort 1/7664)

(1) .The positive program effects- observ-d

197371974 have been extended

' for the total program aggregate.

to Grade 2in 19744975_

Across Grades K=3, the three highest ranking

are the Behavior Analysis

and Bank. Street BS)..

The.state ents that- follow

(BA), Parent

models

Implemented (H)

these c nclus

-he basic frame of reference for -disOuasing _both 19154976'

performance alone and then in.analyzing the e e performance

21



pattern adro -he five- Years, 1971-1972 through-1975Ll976.

light of the above, while information re arding-Grad& 4 performance

supplied inconjunction. wjth that for all other grades'in

Appendix A, and in summary tables in the text, the principal

concern of all the discussions in this section will,beIC-3

performance. The essential -easons for this are: (1) data for

Grade 4 have only been indluded in the adhievement analyse& sin

197_4-1975 and the rationale for inclusion then was that they

would-constitue .21-psslara- baseline information prior to the

introduction of the program at that grade level in April 1975,

2) for fiscal reasons the program in diade 4 was only allowed to

function for one year and had to be discontinued after 1975-1976,

and (3) the re ulting situation is that data for the K73 span

form the only stable and enduring context for discussion of ,

sectional achievement at this point-

School Year 197571976

Total Fellow Through (TFT) in Mathemati

has maintained the positive effect noted last year in

Gnades K-2, with mean consistently above Ole-50th

_percentile (64th,__60th:and 54t4_1n K, 1 end 2 respe ively)

and achieved-the 45th percentile for the fitst time in

Grade-3. This:represents improvement i_ percentile_rank-i

every grade level except, in-Grade 2 (A slight d

.-om the 57th to 'the 54th)_ in domParison with 1974-1975

_. (Fourth grade-improved-from ths,19th to che 26th percenti10

In Reading TFT n ored-at the 77th, 62nd end 54th

22



percentiles K, 1, and 2, and reached the 39th percentile

-f-- the first time in Grade 3. Thi yleans-in comparison

with 197471975, improvement occurred in Grade 2 and 3,

the 77th percentile was maintained in X, and the 62nd

percentile was maintained in Grade 1. (Fourth grade

improved from :he 26th to the 29th percentile.)

The _stently highest achieving Behavior Analysis

Model (BA) in Mathematics in 197571976 achieved mean !cores

at the 64th, 71st, and 62nd and 63rd percentile in Grade

X, and 3 respectively; ubstantially improving

performance over 1974-1975 in X and Grade 3, while not

quite achieving the same level as the previous year in

Grades 1 and 2. (Fourth-grade improved from the 21st

t- the 26th percentile.) In Reading in 197571976, BA:

had mean scores at the 80th, 75th 61st and 49th:percent

respectively across X73; maintaining the same high level

achieved in K in 197471975 laintaining the same level in

Grade 3, but while still attaining high performance levels

in Grades 1 and 2, not reaching the previb year s

(Fourth grade improved from the 31st tothli 34th-percenti16.).

The Parent 1m lemented Model (PI) , whict is the lane

single school model in the program, in athatics in

1975-1976 attained mean scores at the 58th, 43rd, 5Ist

and 51st percentiles respectively for the K-3 span;

23
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maintaining the same level of K performance achieved

in 1974-1975, but not reaching the previous

in Grades

pereentil In Reading in-1975-1976, PI obtained

mean scores at the following percentile levels,- K-3: 72nd,

31st 56th, and 42nd respect_vely; representing a substantial

lowering in performance in comparison with 1974-1975,

especially in Grade 1. (Grade 4 maintained the 34th

percentile.

(Grade 4 improved from tio 31st to the

Bank_Street (BS) in MathematiCa in -1975-1976 bad the-

following percentile ranks corresponding to mean scores

:across K-3: 64th,-,63rd 57th and-37th iesPeCtiVel

maintaining the same level as i- 1974-1975:in K and Grade

3 !improving over the previous year in Grade 1,:.and not

quite on -a par with it in Grade 2. Grade 4 improved from-

,the 27th to the 29th percentile.) In Reading_ in:1975-1976,

-;.BS had mean scores across K-3 at the following perc

levels: 80th, 59th, .50th, and 39th respectively; Maintain

ing the same level at K as in 1974-1975-, substantially

-improving over the previous-year in Grades 2 and 3

not quite attaining the same level in Grade 1. Grade 4

remained at the 34th percentile.)

Among the remaining four models in Mathematics in

1975-1976, percentile ranks In K ranged from 50 (EDC)

to 76 (Florida Parent, FP); in Grade 1 from 44 (T411M01,

Et) to 66 (Philadelphia Process, PP); in Grade 2 from

45 (B1) to 54 (EDC, FP, PP); and in Grade 3 from 34 (El)

-54-(PP)-----A-genera1-pattetd-OfroVeffient -in Eamt)arison



with 1974-1975 occurred in BI and PP, p_ ticularly the

latter. (Each of the four improved in Grade 1975-1976

percentiles range from 18 in.FP to 27 in PP ) In aTn11

in 1975-1976, percentile ranks for the four models in 1C

ranged from 68 (BI)_ to 86 (FP) _n Grade 1, 44

(BI) to 11 (PP)i in Grade 2 from 42 (BI and FP) to 65

(PP); and in Grade 3 from 27 (BI) to 42 (PP). In

comparison with_1974,4975 PP improved substantially At

all four grade levels; BI And FP improved at.Grades,K,

3 and 14 2,. 3 respectively; EDC improved

(At Grade 4 each model.improved except EDC which remained

the sa 6 as in 197471975;:thetange was from the 22hd:

percentile in BI to the 34th in PP.

Per_ormance for 1975-1976 can be sumtariaed as follows:

(1), Total _ollow Through (TFT) in 1975-1976ievidence

consolidation- previously,attained high,level of

performance across Grades K-2, in both-Mathematics

and Anciltia across these grades mean score performance

is never below the 50th percentile and in fact ranges:

from the 54th to the 77th percentile. TFT also:exhibits

-substant al movement, toward_--50th7percentile-performan e

in Grade 3 mathemt1cs, attaining 'the 45th percentile

for the first time, and --ontinues to improve in Grade

Reading as well, achieving the 39th.percentile for :the-

firs ime.

2 5
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In 1975-1976, as can be seen from summing-the ranks in

Appendix A, the Behavior Analysis Model (BA) continues

to y the rank among the models across

rade K-3 in both Mathematics and Reading Second

,place has been taken over by the Philadelphia Process

Model (PP)1 however, in both subject matter areas, while

the Bank-Street Model (BS) retains third ranking in

both Lealing_ and Mathematics.

Across The Five Years 1971-1972 Through1975,4976

Table Ia:provides summary indicators ofthe

number of times ( xpressed as a-_ overall percentage-

in a Totals-ColuM-) each:model and the total:

program improved, or at least maintained the Same

percentile rank, in comparison with'each

,previous year over the five year span. Table lb.:

displays summary counts of the number -f times

the percentile ranks attained:by each model and

the total program were at or above:the 50th

national percentile. The following discussion

further-characterizes total-program-ami model

performance across the five yea

2 6



Table Ia. Summary Indicators of Improvement in Percentile Rank in Mathematics. (M)
and Reading (R) (ActUal versus Possible Number of Times in Fractions).

GRADES

Fo11oi
rough

Groupthg3
Kindergarten
M R

Grade One
R

Grade Two
M R

Grade Three Grade Four
N. 1

TOTAIZ
4 .

BS 3/4 3/4 3/4, /4 3/4 4/4 4/4 3/4 1/1 1/1 14/17 17

(.82)

BA 3/4 314 314 3/4 3/4 3/4 3/4 4/4 1 , 13/17 /17
(.76) (.82)

BI 3/4 4/4 3/4 2/4 4/4 4/4 3/4 3/4 1/1 1 14/17 14/17
(.82) (.52)

EDO 2/4 2/4- 3/4 4/4 314 4 3/4 3/4 1/1 12/17 13/17

(.71) (.76)

3/.4 4/4 3/4 3/4 3/4 3/4 3/4 3/4 1/1 _ 13/17 14/17
(.76) (.82)

PI 2/3 1/3 2/3 2/3 2/3 _ 3 2/3 1/1 1/1 8/13 9/13
(.62) (.69)

PP 3/4 2/4 4/4 2/4 4/4 3/4 3/4 1/1 1/1 15/17 11/17
(.58) (.65)

TOTALS 20/27 20/27 20/27 19/27 22/27 22/27 20/27 21/27 7/7 7/7

.74) (.74) (.74) (.70 ) (.81) (.81) (.74) (.78) .00) (1.00)

TFT 3/4 4/4 4/4 4/4 3/4 4/4 3/4 3/4 1/1 1/1 14/17 16/1T
(.82) (.94)

Table lb. Summary Indicators of Number of Times.Across Yearc1 Percentile
Ranks in Mathematics (M) and'Reading (R) iTere at or above the
National Mean and (in Parentheses) below the National Mean
Having Once Been-at or above It.

GRADES_

Follow
Through
Groupings

Kindergarten



Total Follow Through (TFI), as can be seen in detail in

Tables 1-4 in Appendix A, and in the graphics in Appendix B

(where TFT performance is represented by a horizontal bar),
.

shows an overall pattern of improvement in national pe- -entile

rank of the mean.from year to year across the five years.
. This

. trend is in evidence within each_grade of the .K73 span in both

Mathematics and Reading. The trend lines are not "perfect"

ir every respect, i.e. , there are s--e fluctuations (which may or

may not be a_funr ion of the different tests-involved) but the

overriding pattern is one of consistent improvement. In Mathematics

in 1971-1972, across Grades K-3 TFT percentiles ranged.from a

lOw Of 20 (Grade 2) to a high of 40 (Grade 1);in 1975-1976 they

ranged from a loW of 45 (Grade 3) to a high..of 64.(Grade-K). In

Reading in 1971-1972, TFT percentiles--across Grades K-3 showed

a range from a- low of 20 (Grade 2) to a high.of 48-(Grade K),While

1975-1976 they ranged from-a low of 39 (Grade 3) to a high

77 (Grade K).

Since performance at Grades K and-1 has attained high national

percentile levels f or a number of years now, Grade 2 and-3

performande is of greatest dencern. In this respect, TFT in-Grade

2 Mathematics over the five years shows improvement from the 20th

percentile in 1971-1972 to-tf454th in-1975-1976 and in-Grade 3

from the 25thin 1971-1972 to the 45th in 1975-1976. In Readi-1,

TFT in Grade 2.1-ms also improved-from the 20th percentile in

1971-1972 to the 54t1' in 1975-1976, while in Grade 3 the

has been frOm the 26th 1971-1972 to the 39th in-19751976.

-17-
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Based on summaries of the rankings found in Tables 1-4 in

Appendix A. across Grades K-3 and acr ss the five years 1971-1972.

through 1975-1976, the Behavior Analysis Model-(BA) easily

ranks first in both Mathematics and Reading. The Bank Street

Model (BS) ranks second in Mathematics but third in Reading. The

Philadelphia-Process Model ranks second -in Reading. The EDC

model-ranks third in-Mathematics. In Mathematics, ranks four,

five and six are.held respectively by the Florida Parent. (FP),

the Philadelphia (PP) and the Bilingual (BI) models.

Reading, EDC, FP -and Bl-are found it ranks four; five and.six

-respectively.. (As noted in Appendix A, the rankings were applied::

to only six.of the SeVen models, i e., those aix for which data

-were available for each grade, K-3, each :yeat Of the five-year :

span, 1971-1972 through 1975-1976. The Parent Implemented Model

(PI)- the lone single school model therefore, not included.

in the rankings because no data were available for 1972-1973 as

explained in the append x, PI would have high inter-model

rankings in 1971-1972, in 1973-1974, and again in 1974-1975, but

not in 1975-1976, as already noted.) further description of

performance of the BA Model and the other three models which

ranked secend or thitd over the five years foll s.

athe atics in 1971-1972, BA's lowest percentile rank

was a 28 in Grade 2; its highest, a 52 in Grade 1. In 975-1976,

lowest was a 62 in Grade 2; its highest, a 71 in Grade 1.

In Reading in 1971-1972, BA's lowest percentile rank was d 23

in Grade 2; its highest, a 54 in K. In 1975-1976, its lo est

was a 49 in G ade 3; its highest, an SO in K.

2 9
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Table Ic. Summary Indicators of Number of Times FT Model Mean Scores Were
Greater Than NFT and TD Mean Scores, by Year, Across Grades,

__Expressed as Percentages.

BS

BA

BI

EDC

P?

PI

PP

A/a

(Comparisons with Non-Follow Throu h Gros in

B/b

Comoarisons w

K-

72-7

Mathematics

K-
73-74

K-4
74 75

2-4
75-76

K-_

72-7

Reading

1C

73-74
K-4

74-75
4-4

75-76

Mathematics

K-3
71-72

Reading

K-3
73-74

K-4
74-75

K-4
75-76

K-2
71-72

K-3
737.74

K-4
74-75

K-4
75-76

_00 75 70 100 75 62 80 100 0 50 90 60 0 25 70 100
87 100 90 67 87 75 90 50 75 100 80 90 25 87 80 90
37 50 20 83 12 0 20 50 50 0 0 40 12 0 0 0
25 25 60 33 25 0 60 0 25 25 40 40 0 0 0 0
25 25 60 67 25 25 .20 33 0 25 20 0 0 0 0 0

- 100 60 100 - 100 60 100 75 75 60 .40 50 75 100 50
o 50 40 33 25 25 20 33 25 0 20 40 25 25 20 60

(2) -If the above analysis is conducted for the entire five year period,

the follow percentages result (Table Id).

Table id. Summary Indicators of Number of Times_FT Model Mean Scores Were Greater
Than NFT and TD Mean Scores, across Years and Grades, Expressed as
Percentages

A/a

Mathematics Reading

B/b

Mathematics

BS 84 78 58

BA 87 78 86

BI 44 19 22

EDC 37 25 33

FP 44 25 11

PT 83 83 61

PP 31 25 22 33

As -hown in Table Id,_ for both subjects the Bank- Street, .Behavior .

Analysis, and Parent- Implemented models-had greater --ean scores across_years

,and grades:than their corresponding NFT.groupings at least 75% of:the time,

-21- 3 0



while the number of times the remaining four models had greater mean scores

(both subjects) was less than 50%. In comparison--ith corresponding TD

groupings, Table Id indicateS the Behavior Analysis model had greater mean..

lcores appreciably moreti es (86%-for math, 72% for read g) than any

other model. As shown in Tables Ic and Id, the Bilingual, Educational

Development Center, and Flerida-Parent models failed to obtain greater mean

reading scores than their corresponding TD groupings except in school year.

1971-1972, when the Bilingual model mean reading scores were greater 12% of

the time.



a II: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE OF FOLLOW THROUGH MODELS IN READING AND MATHEMATICS

FOR THE THREE YEARS, 1973-1974 THROUGH 1975-1976, IN TERMS OF PERCENTAGES

OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE NATIONAL I6TH PERCENTILE (<16) AND AT OR ABOVE

THE NATIONAL 50TH PERCENTILE (5O): (1) DIRECT INTRA-PROGRAM COMPARISONS,

AND (2) COMPARISONS-EXPRESSED AS A FUNCTION OF RELATIVE PERFORMANCE OF

APPROPRIATE NON-FOLLOW THROUGH, TOTAL DISTRICT, AND TOTAL CITY GROUPINGS

1. 121±11r11=111L!I

This part of the report deals with da a for the last three school

years when the same tests were administered, i.e., the SESAT for Kindergarten

and the CAT .for Grades One through Four.

b. The following discuss on, based on Tables 5 through 8 in Appendix A,

displaysdata for Reading and Mathematics separately, by type of grouping,

grade, and school year. An ex71nation -f information contained in table

cells_is shown on_the page_bpfnre

s of Fercenta:es owe and U a .er National Percentil

a. School Year 1975-1976

The amount of improvement for each Follow Through grouping can be

shown by comparing the 1975-1976 percentages with the corresponding

percentages for the previous year. Improved results are defined as the

e Rank _ntervals

oecurrence of two indications; no change o decrease in the '<16 percentage,

and no change or an increase in the '401 percentage. Mixed results ar

defined 6-9 the occurrence of-one-indication. On this basis,the T tal Follow

Through grouping sh- ed improved or mixed results-for-all ten subject-grade

combinations. For model groupings the number-of subject-grade combinat ons.

that showed improved or mixed results yaried from ten out of ten for. Bilingual

and Philadelphia Process, to three out

32
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number of subject-grade combin Jons for which results were improved or

mixed for each model grouping were: BS-7, BA-7, BI-10, EDC-6, FP-9,

PP-10. (The comparable data f District Follow Th- ugh groupings were D2F-8,

D4F-6, D5F78.) The number _f subject-model grouping combinations that showed

improved or mixed results for each grade were: Mathematics (K-4, One-4, Two-4

Three-6, Four-7); Reading (K-5, One-6, Two-4, Three-7, Four-_ )_

Schoo1 Year- 1973-1974 u h 1975-1976

-(1) Using the definition of results' given above, a comparison of-

1973-1974 percentages with the corresponding percentages for 1975-1976

reveal improved results over the three year period for all Total Follow

Through sub grade combinations. In --mparing percentages for model

groupings, improved results were shown for 57 out of 70 subject-grade

combinations. (Mixed results were shown for eight combinations:

BS-Grade 3 Math; BI-Gradd I Math; PI-Kindergarten Reading, Grade 3 Math,

Grade 3 Reading, Grade 4 Reading; and PP-Grade 4 Math, Grade 4 Reading.-

Poorer results were shown.for five combinations: BS-Grade 4 Reading;

BA-Grade I Math; and PI-Grade.1 Math,- Grade 1 Reading Grade 2 Math.)

The degree to which improvement persisted over the -Ihree year

period is revealed by the following table (Table IIa). The table

indicates the number of times the '<161 rind 'Z50' percentages improved or

remained the same compared to the corresponding percentages for the

previous year. The total possibilities are four for Kindergarten through

Grade Three, and two for Grade Four.

For ease of comparison, the totals are silo-wn as de n parentheses

as well as fracti

3



r 'LE Ha-Summary Indicators of Improvement in <16' and '1'-50' percentages from
Year to Year (Actual versus Possible Number of Times in Fractions) in
Mathematics (M) and Reading (R)

CRAMES

Follow
Thro6-gh

Groupings
Kindergarten
N R

Grole One
14 R

_trade _

N R
Grade Three
H R

Grade Pour TOTALS

-2/14 -3/4 3/4 31 -3/4 3/4 /2 0/2 13/18
(.72)

11/18
(.60

BA 4/4 4/4 2/4 314 2/4 214 4/4 4/4 2/2 2/2 14/18
(.78)

15/18

(.83)

BI 4/4 3/4 2/4 414 4/4 4/4 3/4 2/4 2/2 2/2 15/18
(.83)

15/18

(.83)

EDC 2/4 2/4 3/4 4/4 2/4 2/4 414 3/4 2/2 2/2 13/18
(.72)

13/18
(.72)

PP 3/4 414 2/4 3/4 3/4 4/4 4/4 3/4 2/2 2/2 14/18
( 78)

16/18
(.89)

PI 2/4 2/4 0/4 0/4 2/4 214 1/4 2/4 2/2 1/2 7/18

(.39),

7/18

(.39)

PP 4/4 4/4 3/4

,

4/4 _414 4/4 3/4 1/2 1/2 16/18
.89)

15/18
(.83)

TOTALS 21/28 21/28
_(.-7.5)(-.1-5)--

3

15/28
-(=,54)

3

20/28
(--.41=)-

20/28 21/28
-(-.-71)--(-.-75)-

3

23/28 20/28
-(T82)--( . 71)

4 4

13/14
(.93)-

2

10/14
(.71)

2 16/18
9

15118

(3) AS shown in Table na, the Behavior Analysis, Bilingual, Florida

Parent and Philadelphia Process models improved their '416' and 'g-50'

percen_ages (compared to the previous year's percentages) more than 75% Of the

tie for both subjects.

(4) Having examined the percentages in terms of overall improvement and

persistency in improvement over the three year period, it would be app opria e

to camper_ them to the national per-entages. The following.table shows, for

each subject-grade combination, the number of times the percentages we-

-25-



better Chan the corresponding national percentages; i e., the number of times

th :16' percentage was below 16 plus the number of times the 'Z;50' percentagt

was above 49. Additionally, the table indicates the number of times the

percentages failed to maintain an improved condition having once attained it.

E.g., Florida Parent Grade Two percentages for mathematics were better than

the corresponding national Percentages in three instances, but subsequently

failed on one occasion to maintain this improved condition. The table reveals

that upper grade p_rformance is not on a par with Ole lower grades, and a rathe

wide variati n in .the number of times the model grouping percentages were hette

than the corresponding natio al percentages across subjects and grades.

(The total possibilities by subject are six for all model grouping

Table III- Summary indicators of Number of Times '_e16' and '_0' Percentages were
Favorable, and (in Parentheses) the number of Times They were Unfavorable
Having Once Attained a Favorable Condition,Across Years, in Mathematics (M)
and Reading (R).

Follow
Through Kindergarten

Groupings

BS

RA

BI

EDO

FP

PI

pp

TOTALS 29

TFT

4

5

6

3

6

5

6

6

4 6

Grade One Grade Two Grade Three
a

4

6 6 5 5

R M

5(1) 4 4

1 3(1) -

4(2 ) 6 5

5 6 2 4 1

27 25 24

5 6 4 4

Grade Four
M R

TOTALS

12 11_

19 17

2 6

12

19 15

11 15

13 16



(5) As shown in Table IIb, the .(16' and '',750' percentages for the Behavior

Analysis and, Parent implemented models were favorable an appreciably greater

number of times than for the other models. Additionally Table IIb indicates

tha, performance in Gra.des Three and Four, particularly in -ading, i not

on the same level as K-2 performance.
A

DifferenEe_fomerisons

a. School Year 1975-1976

As noted on_the page bef-r- Table 5, a letter code in a table cell indicates

that the percentage displayed is more favorable than the corresponding percentage

for cer ain othe- groupings. Comparing the grOup -f letter codes in each pair

of cells for 1975-1976 with the corresponding pair for the previous year, reveals

that of the ten Total Follow Through grouping subject-grade combinations, eight

improved or remained constant, -ne fell off, and for one no definite

conclusion is possible. Si Alar compar sons for the model groupings reveal a

-vartat-on-In-improved-or-c nstant-results-from nine:--ef ten subject-grade

combinations for Bilingual and Florida Parent to five of ten for Behavior Analysis.

The number of subject-grade combinations that improved or remained constant for

each model grouping were: BS-7, BA-5, BI-9, EDC-7, FP-9, FI-6, FF-4. (The

results for District Follow Through groupings were: D2F-7 D4F-3, D5F78.)

b. School _Years 197371974 _Through 197571976_

(1) The following table reveals the number of times each model grouping

tained more favorable percentages than appropriate Non-Follow Through

groupings (letter code 'A' or ' ) or District Summary groupings (letter

code 'B' or b') expressed as a pe centage of total possibilities, for each

f the three years. (For model groupings BS, BA, and RI; an 'a' or 'b'

was considered one-half of a possibility.)

36
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Table lIc. Summary Indicators of the Number of Times FT Model '4-16' and '1'50'

Percentages were More Favorable than Corresponding NFT and TD Percentages,
by Year, Across Grades, Expressed as Percentages.

BS

BA

BI

EDC

FP

PP

A/a

(Com arisons with NFT Gr u in s)

B/b

(Com arisons with TD Grou in s)

MATHEMATICS READING ._E ISMATHMATC READING
K-

737.74

K-4
7475

2-4
_75-76

K-3
3-74_

K-4
74775

2-4
75776

K-3
-74

K-4
14-75

K-4
77-76

K-
3-74_

K-4
747

K-4
-

87 90 100 69 70 83 62 95 90 31 70 70

94 85 67 75 95 50 87 85 80 69 85 80

69 25 83 31 15 50 25 0 35 12 0 0

25 30 33 0 50 17 25 40 20 0 10 0

25 50 67 25 10 17 25 30 20 12 0 10

100 70 100 100 70 100 100 90 60 87 100 _80:

50 50 50 25 30 10 12 20 50 25 40 60

2) If the.above analysis is conducted for the entire three year period,

the following percentages result (Table Ild):

.>Table IId. Summary Indicators of the Number of Times FT Model '160 and
Percentages were More Favorable than Corresponding NFT and TO
Percentages, ACross Years and C ades,

A/a

Mathematics Reading

Expressed as Percentages.

B/b

Mathemat cs Reading

BS 92 73 84 59

BA 83 77 84_ 79

BI 54 29 20 4

EDC 29 25 29 4

FP 46 17 25 7

PI 87 87 82 89

PP 50 25 29 43

37

-28-



(3) As shown in Table IId, for both subjects the Bank Street, Behavior

Analysis, and Parent Implemented models had more favorable '<16' and 'Z501

percentages than their corresponding NFT groupings an appreciably greater

number of times than was the case for the remaining four models. In comparison

with TD groupings, the same pattern results.



PART COMPARISON INDICES: COMPARATIVE:PERFORMANCE OF FOLLOW THROUGH

MODELS IN READING AND MATHEMATICS ON THE BASIS OF RANKS REFLECTING (1)

THE PERCENTAGE OF TIMES (FIVE YEARS) THE NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANK OF THE

MEAN EQUALED OR EXCEEDED THE 50TH PERCENTILE, (2) THE PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS

(OVER THREE YEARS) SCORING BELOW THE NATIONAL 16TH PERCENTILE, AND (3)

THE PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS (THREE YEARS) SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL

50TH PERCENTILE.

1. Percentage_of Times NatiOnal Mean Exceeded

a. Table-IIIa below, derived-from Tables 1 through 4 in Appendix A.:

displays.the ntimber of times the national percentile rank for each FT

model .equaled or exceeded the 50th percen=ile, by subject across grades

for the five year period, expressed as a percentage of the totalipos-

sibilities. The display is approximately to scale, simultaneous

ranking models and.indicating relative distances between ranks.--

Table Tila.---Scaled-Display-of-the-Percentage-o-Times-FT-Modela-equaled:
or Exceeded the 50th Percentile, Across Grades-for the-five
Year Period, 1971-1972 to 1975-1976.

Mathematics

z
10

Model

64 BA

50 PI

41 FP

36 BS EDG
32_ PP

Bi

10

Reading

Model

50 BA

41 PP
3 -PI
3

31
EDC

18 FP
14 BI



Table Mb belo- also derived from Tables 1 through 4 displays the

-number of times the national percentile rank for each grade equaled o

exceeded the.50th percentile, by subject, across model grouOings for the

five year -period, expressed as a percentage of the total possibi4ties.

The display is approximately to scale again, as for Table Ma.

Table tub. Scaled Display of the Percentage of Times eaCh Grade
Equaled or Exceeded the 50th Percentile, Across Model
Groupings for thc Five Year Period, 1971-1972 to 1975-1976.

Mathematics

Grade
Reading

Grade
100-

79

38 _ne

Two

Three/Four

c. As shown in Table IIIa- the Behavior Analysis model equaled-or

exceeded the national mean at least one-half of the time for both subje

while the Parent Implemented model did so for mathematics one7half of,

the time. Tabl:IIIb reveals that- Kindergarten -lasses across-models)

equaled or exceeded the national mean-a majority of t4mes for both-

subjects, while Grade One did so for. mathematics. Additionally, Table--

TIM reveals a- tendency for national percentile ranks to be ioWer for:-

the higher grades. 4 0



Rankinga by Percentages in Lo er and Upper National Percent le Rank Interi

Tables Mc and lIid below a derived froraTables 5 through 8:in Appendix A .at

rank-the model groupings on the basis f pereentages of pLipils in reading and:

'mathematics-scoring below the national 16th percentile and:at or above the

national 50th'percentile,by.grade, across the las_ three school years

The rank for each model-grade combination was dete

by 'obtaining yearly ranks, summing them across model7grade combinations, and rank
.

ing the results; The 'Across Grades ranks were obtained-by summing yearly,:ranys

ss grades and ranking the results. (Tie ranks were averaged, thus two model:'

groupings tied for second are each given a rank of 2.5.)

Table-iiIIc Ranks by Percentages Below the National 16th Percentile, in
MathematiCS (M) aria Reading (R ) Across the Last Three-,Years,
1973-1974 to 1975-1976

NOTE.; A'rank ofJ4ndicates the percentage was lowest; 7 the percentage:
was highest. Lower percentages below the 16th percentile are assoc-
Tiated with higheriperformance.

Four AcrossKindergarten

-R

-Crade.One Crade Two Grade Three rade

BS 2.5 5.5 5 5 3.5 2 1;5 4

BA 1.5 2 1 1

BI 7

EDC' 6 5.5

VP 1 5.5 2.5 7 5.5

' PI 2.5 2.5 1.5 1. 5

PP 5 6 3 3 3.5

ades

41



:-Table 1114. Ranks by Percentages at or above the National 50th Percentile
in Mathematics (M) and Reading (R) Across the Last Three Years.
-19731974'to 19751976.-

A -ranking of 1.indicatesithe percentage-wath highest; 7 the
.

perdentage was lowest. Higher pereentages at Or .above:the.-
-. 50th percentile are aSsociated with-higher performance

Kindergarten Grade Four Across Grades-

2.5 1 1
1 1 1.5 4 3

6.5 6.5

3 5

6.5 6.5

1.5 2.5

4.5 2.5

The ranking f r each modelaubject combinat
= --

-years:( Across Grades! column) in Table IIIc quite consistent

the co responding ranking in Table 111th Additionally, within the

'Across Grades' column of each table, the rankin athematic! is

quite consistent withthat for reading for each model exceptJor

Philadelphia Process Model, -here the rank dif erence is tWo be

_the two subject areas in both tables.

4 2



Summary and Conclusions

'A- brief summary follows which makes .partiCul .re erence to PART A

ndings since these can be taken aa representative of those d throughout

the report. For the t tal program, and then for each model summary data

are in1uded in the following order: (1) performance, the basis

of the percentile rank of mean scores attained over the five years,

1971-1972 through-1975-21:976; for-th-entire five year period,, the

percentage of co parisons (K-3 for the most part, but K-4 in 1974-1975

and 1975-1976 ) in which mean.scores equaled or exceeded the national -bean

(50th percentile); ( the five year p _iod also the percentage o

comparisons (K-3 but K-4 _s noted immediately above ) in'which mean scores

exceeded those of the appropriate Non-Follow Through (NFT) groupings; and_

(4) again for the five year period, the pe

but--K -4 as noted above) in which mean-scores exceeded tho-se-o

entage of -pa_ son K-3,

the appropriate

.Total. District -(TD) groupings or .the -Total District.1-to..6 aggregate

or the Total City (TC).

Total Follow Through (TFT); (1) In-both Mathematics:and Reading,

ithin each grade of-the K-3-npan, TFT shows an overallpattern

improvement in the nAtional percentile rank COr

the five years. ath in 1971-1972,_Tercentiles ranted

low of io _ad7 2) to a high of 40 (Grade 1); in,1975-1976, they

from a lowof 45 (Grade 3) to a high of 64 (Grade K). In Reading

1971-1972, percentiles ,ranged again from a low of 20

_48-(Qrade 10; in .1975-1976-i.. they ranged from alow o

.high.of-77-(G-ade ParticularlyHnoticable.i

4 3
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perfo -ance_in both -h and Reading_recently.in Grad s 2 and 3...:(2) For

the five year period, percentiles equaled or exceeded the

the comparisons in Math and in 41% o_ the

ational-mean in

-_omparis _s in Reading.

the Program grades-. 3 Over the 5 years, mean scores exceeded

. those. ..of Total NFT--in .69% of the Math-comparisons.-and in-.-50%. of those-in..

.Reading. (4) Comparable percentages with respect to-TD1-6 were

ath and 17% in Reading, while those in relation to TC were 11% and

Math and Readinkrespectively.

Bank S

second among the model

its.lowest percentile rank

keross-th_ five years in

6%-in

he K-3 span ranks

ath and third in Reading. In

as a 14 (Grade 2); its highe.

In .19751976. its lowest was a 37 (Grade 3); its highest

Reading in 1971-1972, its-lowest was also a 14 (Grade

.(Giade K). 111'11975 106, its loWest was a

80 (Grade K). -As one of the.top three MOdels

Math In1971L1972,

a

a:.0,(Grade.19.

2) higheat,

a_e );. its fiigheet an

contributed substantially

to the continuous improvement in TFT at all grade levels including Grades

(2) For the 5 years, BS percentiles equaled or exceeded the

national mean in, 36% of the Math comparisons and in 31% of the Reading.

-COmpariso-- across the program grades. During the 5 years, its mean

2 and 3

a-exceeded those of thelUstricts 2 and 5 NFTgroupings in 84%,OF

the Math comparisons and n 78% of those in Reading. (4) Compai-ole

percentages resulting from comparisons with the two

groupings were 58% in Math and 5% Read ng.

4 4



'Behavior Analysis 0:3,&): Across Grades K-3 and across the 5 years,

:BA easily ranks first among the models in both Mathematic_ and Reading

th: ean score performance far out-distancing any of the:pther models a

these grade levela. In Math:in 19711972 BA lowest percentile rank was

a28 _de 2 ita highes 52;-(Grade:1) 1n1975-1976; its lowestwds

Grade 2 its highest, a 71 ade 1). In Reading in-.197119724

lowest percentile rank wa ade 2 ellighest -a 54 (Grade-K).. In

1975-1976, its lowest was a 49 Grade 3); its highest, Grade K).
_

Much more than any other model BA seems to be a prime-factor in the

improved performance of TFT at all grade levels, especially in Grades 2 and

Over the 5 years, BA percentiles equaled or exceeded the national

mean in 64% of the Math comparisons and 50% of those in Reading across the

program grades. ) Its mean scores for the 5 years exceeded those of

Districts 2 and 4 NFT In 87% of the Math and 78% of the Reading comparisons.

(4) Similar comparisons with the two TD groupings yielded figures of 86%

in Math and 72% in Reading.

2H1.11 (BI): (1) This model appea last in the ankt

both Math and Reading across--the five years. It-lies:to be recegnized

-however, that expectations regarding this model's,performance :cannot be

reasonably t at the same level as that for other models whote_target-_,

populations do no; have to deal with a dual language problem. -The 'Model

has definitely-tmproved over the years particularly in Math. In Math

197171972 BI's lowest percentile rank was an-18-(Grade 3) its

a_42 (0tade 1) 1975-1976,

its highest a 72 (Grade ).

highest

its loWest percentile was a 34 (Grade 3);

Reading i 1971-1972 BI s lowewt percentile

was a 16 (Grade 2); its highes a 36 (Grade 1) In 1975-1976, its lowest

-was a-- 27 -(Grade 3); its.highes 68 (Grade K). C

4 5
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period, BI percentiles equaled o exceeded the na onal mean -5% of-the

Ath and,in 14% -of the Reading comparisons -across the-program grades.

ei -the 5-years,its mean .scores, exceeded-those of-Districts--2 and 5

.,14FT;groupings. in'44%_of. the-coMParisons in Mth and in 19% of rthose.in

'Reading.. (4) In similar --omparisons -with-these.rwo districts' TD groupings., .

-eans in22% of the Math,and in _% of the Reading

:Educational Development Center (EDO: (1) This model ranked third

lin Math and fourth in Reading, looking acroshe 5 years_at the K-3 :level.

Much of its standing in performance seems to b- the result of improvement

iti:the last two years, In Math in 1971-1972, EDC's lowest percentile

20- (Grade 2) its highest a 44 (Grade K).-- In 1975-1976,-

percentile was a 38 (Grade 3) while-its highest:was

Reading in 1971-1972, EDC's lowest percentile

highes 54 (Grade K). In 1975-1976 its lowest percentile wa

its highest 72 (Grade X). (2) For the five year period,

EDCpercentiles- equaled or exceeded-the national mean in,36% of bot

Ath-and Reading co parisons across,the program g Ades. (3) Overf.the 5-

3rears, its

H37% of the

cOmparisons

but 0%

mean-Scores -exceeded. those_of -the District 6 NFT-grouping in

Math_and-25%iof the Reading -comparisons.-----(4) In similar,

ith this diStrict's TD, group, the resul were 33% in I!

in Reading,

Florida Parent (FF): (1 ) The FP model ranked fourth in iviath and fifth -

n Reading

Ln Math.

(Grade I

across Grades K-3 over the five y-ears. It has imDroved, pArticularly

ath in 1971-1912, its 1 weat percentile rank

s- hiiheSt (Grade K). In 1975-1976, FP

4 6
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was a 37- (Grade. 3); its highest a 76 Grade

lowest percentile

197571976- its lowe

the 5 year- FP' pe-

the Math and 18%

For the five year7pe

Readin 197171972,

a 48 (Grad).A 14 Grade-2); its high6st,

:s a'33. Grade 3); Its higheat 86-(Grade

mean in 41%

grades.

the Dis

les equaled or exceeded the national

the Reading comparisons acress the Orog

od, its mean scorea exCeeded those of

Act 3 NFT grouping in 44% of the Math comparisona-ahd in

of those for Reading. (4) When matched against this district's-TD grouping,"

esults were'll% favoring FP in the Math and 0% in the Reading

comparisons-.

Parent imp1emented (PI ): This model (a:single school) couldno

ranked across tUe fiveyears, because it was not tested in 1972-1973, as

explained in the text. Ir would haVe ranked relatively high a--ng the other

models on the basis .of its performance in 1971-1972

1974-1975,

197171972 PI,_ lowest-percentile was a 36. (Grade 1);. its highest,_a 44-.

(Grade K).

..highes

but

1973-1974, and

probably less on the basis of 1975-1976. In Math in

i 19757197.6, its lowest p_-Centile waa 4= (Grade 1);.. its .

58 (Grade K). In Reading

was a 16 -(Grade 2) s highest

1971-1972 PI7s lowest percent

-48 (Grade K).: 19751976, its

-loweat-percentile was a .31 (Grade 1); its highest, a 72- (Grade K).
- . .

(2) -Over-the 5 yeara Pi's.percentilesequaled or exceeded-.the national

mean in 50% of-7the Math and 39% of the Reading compa_ison ) For

the 5 year period its mean scores exceeded those of the District 5 NFT

grouping in 83% of the comparisons in both Math and Reading

comparison with the dist

(4)

ces TD group-,Tthe respec iverisula were 61%*

in Math and 72% In Reading.



Philadelphia -Frodess (PP): -(1 ) This, model ranked -fifth.. n Math, ,but

second-in Reading across Grades. K-3.for the..5.year-period. Tt!._ most

-noticeable improvement was in 1975-1976. In Math i- 1971-1972, 131"43_

.A.owest percentile-rank was a 16- (Grade 2)'; its higheat-, a-38 (Grade- k).

In-197.51976 italowest was a 54 (Grades 2 and.3)i *tahighest, a- 66-

Grade 1) In'Reading_in 19711972 PP's -lowest percentile was 'a .23

r,--(Grade 2); its -highest,-a 58 (Grade,K). In. 1975-1976, its lo est percentile ----

was a 42 -.(Grade-3) and its highest, an 80 (GradeK). (_)-Ove: the.5

:years,- PP's percentiles, equaled or exceeded'the national mean in 32% of

,-:Math and 41% of:the Reading--comparisons .across the grades.- 3) For the,.

5. Years its mean scores exceeded those of the District 1 NFT grouping in

31% f the. Math.and 25%--of the Reading comparisons.

this .districtls TD grOuOing,- the respective resulta were 22% it,Math and

33% in:Reading.

(4) In relation to

From the summary statements above it is evident that the principal

conclusion to be drawn Is that, while the Total Program (TFT)sho

continuous improvement n Grades K-3 across the five years is the

-Rehavior Analysis Model (BA) which has produced the g ea-test positive,

effect on performance in these grades during this period. BA consistently

ranks st among the models in both Math and Reading and by 1975-1976

4 8
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had attained mean scores corresponding to the following national percentiles

----in Math across GradeS.K-3-respectively: .64-, 71; 62 and 63, whiie _the--

-correspeinding-percent- les in _Reading for these grades were: 80, 75, 61_ and-49,

l-The Bank S reet Model (BS

Math and third

basis of its rankings (second in

Reading) acr ss during this five ysar period,

evidences the greatest positive effect after BA. 1975-1976 it 'had

attained the following percentiles in Math a ross K-3 respectively:

64, 63, 57 and 37 while its perCentiles for these grades in Reading Were:

80, 59, 50 and 39 respectively. (The Parent Implemented Model, (171),

found in-one school only, could not be ranked over the five years, because

was not tested in 1972-1973; it had ranked high among the models recent

on a year by year basis.)

The Philadelphia Process Model (PP) ranked second in Reading across

the five years and across K-3, principally because of:improved perf-- an

in 1975-1976. PP ranked fifth in Math, however. EDC ranked third in

Math and fourth in Reading ham ng improved substantially since 1974--1975

The Florida Parent Model (FP) ranked fourth in Math and fifth in Reading.

The Bilingual Model (BI) ranked last in both subject matter areas.

49
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n of Cell Information Tables 1-4

-11-cell pre eding the dash 'epresents the national percentile

:rank corresponding to the mean score attained by the grouping (in the left7hand.

margin) for the school year at the top of the coluMn In the case of six of the

models (all except the Parent Implemented ), an inter7model rankinglor the-

'indicated scho 1 year follows the dash.* (Because space considerations in the

decima s tave been omitted from tied rankings.) -For _xample; Table 1

shows that the Bank Street model Kindergarten classes a tained a mean mathematics

score correspondingto a national percentile of-716-for the school yea- 1971.-1972

-and ranked 6th a _ng.the six models involved .

The letters Shown in some cells indicate that the mean score attained byi

the Follow Through grouping in the left margin is greater (at a;probability less

than.05) than the -ean score attained by certain other groupings. The letter

code is as follows for the latter groupings:

A- appr prtate Non-Follow Through di rict grouping; or both Non-Follow

Through distrfct groupings in the case of BS, BA, and BI.

e of two approp iate Non-Follow Through groupings.

appropriate Total District grouping; or both To al District groupings

in the case of BS BA, and BI.

- one of two appropriate Total District groupings.

the Total Non-Follow Through grouping.

D- the Total District 1-6 grouping.

LIn Tables 1-4 data for the Parent Implemented Model (PI) are presented
'separately below the main data:table. jThe PI data do not include ranking
inforMation :since the purpose of ranking is:to capsulize modelperformance
across all...five years, and PI-data were not available for one of these years(1972-1973). (Since there was no city-wide testing this year, _data was
obtained from national eValuation test files, which did not include PI.)
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TABLE

NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES.
ER-MO A _N AND C_

(Mathematics)

RE DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS

NDERGARTEN
: ONE__

v7-----11------
:D3 --26-6

V.

71-7
NPR-2

2

72-73
NPR-R

73-74
NPR-R

74-75
NPR-R

4

75-76
NPR-R

1

71-72-
NPR-R

2

72-73.-

,.NPR-R

_GRADE

73-74
NPR-R

7475
NPR-R

4

75-76:
.NPR-R

' A -7 AB 64-2 aB 64-4 B 12-4 502 A 4575 , 60-3 AB 6

24 b 0-1 A 44-2 AD 58-Z Ab 64-413 52-1 B 62-1 A 67-1 AB 7471 AB 71r1 _

B1

EM
--_- --;

2-4.13 23-6 4 A 446 a 72-.2 8 42-2 b 40-5: 44-6 44-6 44-6

44-i B_.
-:

56-2 A
__. 26-5_ 58-3 A 50-6 42-7 46-3 52-5 AB 59-4 B

:a

PP

72-4 -,4 A 50-1 AB 76-1 A 76-1 10-6 42-4 5074 66-2 AB 59-4

:!6.:4 : 5 26 .7.5..._ 50-5 A 6474 2.85 40-5 52-3 A 53-4 A 66-2 B

D2F 38 B 56 A- 50 AB 64 AB 72 13 40 50 A 55 AR 53: A 42

04F

D5F

32

26

70 A 44 AD

38 A

58 A

58

64 B

58

50 B

40

58 A

48 A

65 AD

51

76 AB

57 A

74

59 B

'VT 32 B 52 C 38 C 58, C 64 hO 48 C 55 C

67- AB

59 CDE

49,

60 DE

43-
Pr- 44- 44- A 58- 58 36-

NOTES:

1.- Data fo
comparis

2. No city-

=

Non-Follow Through groupings unavailable; hence no 'A
ns.

this year. hence no 'Be., 'b', 'D' or 'E' comparisons.
3. Note Chat this model (PT) had no data for 1972-1973 and was not.lncluded in

the'rankings.

4.- Expansion program absorbed Non-Follow Through groupings; hence no 'A'
or 'C' comparisons.

A-1
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TABLE 2

NATIONA PERCENTILERANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES.
INT R-MODEL ANNUAL RANK NOS AhU MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCE CONFAR SO INDICATORS-

71-72-
KFRrR

2

72-73
NPR-R

4°.6 38-2 A

achematics

GRADE_TWO G

73-74 74-75'
PR-R .NPR-R

4072 Ab 62-2 AB

7576
NPR-R

71-727
NFR-R

73-74-
NPR-R NFR-R

75-76
NPR-R

21-4

51-1 AB 691 AB

286 36-6 a

62-1a_

37-4 b

47-1AB 56-1 AB 63-1 AB

19-6 A -6 . 34-6 A

40-2 62-2 AB

74 57-4 A

74 43-5

21-4

14-4 42-2 B 54-2-AB

;D4F

40 AB 51 AB

B 69 AB

45 21 23 A 26 A

TFT 40 57 CD 54 C

A3 65- AB 51- A

7 A 7 A 26

2 24

20 30

CD 9

51-

NOTESC

1. Data for Non-Follow Through-groupings unav labia; hence no TA'', or
comparisons,

2. No city-vide testing this year. hence no 'B', 'b', D' or 'E' comparisons

Note that this model (FI) had no data for 1972-1973 andwas not included in the
rankings.
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TABLE

NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES,-
INTER-MODEL ANNUAL RANKINGS AND_MEAN SCORE_DIFFERENCE COMPARISON N CATORS

(Reading)

KINDERGARTEN -GRADE 0

-71-72

NPR-R

2

72-73
NPR-R

73-74
NPR-R

74-75
NPR-R

4

75-76-
NPR-R

71-72-
NPR-R

-72.7S7
NPR-R

71-74
NPR-R

74-75
NPR -R

75-76
NPR-R

BS 42-5 64-1 A.
_

62-.2 AB 802 AB 803 B 2- 40-2A 49-3 6472 AB 59-3B

BA 5472: 64-1 A 62-2AB 8072 Ab 46-1B 56-1 A- 6671iAB 79 1 AB 75-1B

El 26-6 36-6 54-4 62-6 68-6 6-2h 26-5 43-5 46-5 44-6

EDC 54-2 56-4 48-5 : 77-4 A-. 72-5 0-5 36-1 A 49-3 54-4A 59-4

FP 484 56-4A 62-2 A 86-1 A 861 30-I 23-6 35-6 42-6 49-5

PP 58-1 13 56-4 4276 68-5 - 80-3B 36-2 2 63-2 AB 59-3 AB 71-2B

D2F 48 64 62 AB. 80 AB 77 26 30 46 54 46

D4F 64 A 68 AB 77 A 6 _ 50 B 50 A 68 AB 78

D5F 42 46 511 AB 77z 72 B 40 B 40 A 51 A 62 AB 54

48 56 C 58 C 77_ .0 77 D 36 6 C 54- C 62 CDE 62

PI 48-. 58- A 807 AB 72- 0- - AB 64- AB 31-

NGTES:

Data for Non-Follow Through groupings unavailable; hence no !Aw, or

comparisons.

No city-wide testing this year; hence no 'B', Dl_p 'E' comparisons.

Note that this modal (PI) had no data fo7 1972-1973 and was not indluded:in
the'rauk4ngs.-

Expansion program absorbed NonFollow Through grouPings; bence no
or 'C' comparisons.
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TABLE it

NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPON
ER-MO EL A Y RANKI AN 'LEA SCU1 _

DING TO MEAN SCORES,
OIL _ERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS

(Reading

DE TWO DE DE FOUR

1
71-727
NPR-R

_

72-73-
NPR-R

73-74
NPR-R

74-75
NPR-R

7576
NPR-R

1

'71-72
NPR-R

-7273
NPR-R

-773-74=

NPR-R
74-73
WPR-R

'75-76.
NPREt

-74-75-
NPR-R

-5-71,= -

NPR-R

BS 4-5 23-2 a _- 46-4 Ab 50-4 AB 18-5 14-4 a 25-2 a 28-4 39-3 AB 34-1 AB 4-2 AB

BA 23-1 4-1 a 47-1 aB 72-1 AB 61-2 aB 26-2 28-1 A 41-1 ab 49-1 AB 49-1 aP. 31-3 ab 342 ab

SI 16-1 20-3 2 6 9-5 a 42-5 a 1 -5 12-5 16-6 17-6 27-6 a 14-5 22-6 a

EDC 16-3 16-4 32-4 56-2 A 51-3 26-2 6-3 22-4 33-1 33-4 26-4 6-4

FP 145 12-6 24-5 5-6 425 2374 -6 22-4 22-5 33-4- 13-6 4-5 A

PP 23-1 14-5 41-2: 4-3 65-1 AB 29-1 24-2-A 25-2 87-2 32 4-4

D2F 4 . 35 42 40 16 : 20 A 21 A 22 4 320A27A

Dia

05F

2

1623
46 76 AB

48 A

67 B

50 AB

32

26 B

30 A

10

43

29 A

53 AS

30

49 B

37 A

32 A

28

34

31 AS

TFT 20 23 35 53 C 54 C 26 20 27 33 39 26 29

pr- 16-: 45 60- AB 56- AB 41-' 43- AS 45B 42- AS 34- B 34 - B

-NOTES:

1. Data for Non-Follow Through groupings unavailable; hence no 'A', a' or C' comparisons.

2. No city-wide testing this year; hence no '6', 'D' or 'E' comparisons.

3. Note that this model (PI) had no data for 1972-1973 and was not included in the

rankings.

A-4
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Explana on o Cell Information, Tables

The -umber in each cell represents the percentage of pupils in the left

margin grouping whose test score placed them in the national percentile rank

interval at the top of the column.

The letters shown in some cells indicate the percentage displayed is more

favo able than the corresponding percentage for certain other groupings.

That is, the presence of a letter(s ) indicates the percentage_displayed is less

than the corresponding percentage if the cell is in the '%<16' column, or more

than the corresponding percentage if the cell is in the e.50' column. The letter

.code i_ as foll ws for tbe reference groups the compari o

A- appropriate Non7Follow Through grouping; or both Non-Follow Through

groupings in the case of BS, BA, and BI.

a- one of two apprOpriate Non-Follow Through groupings.

B- appropriate District Summary grouping; or both District Summary

groupings in the case of BS, BA- AND BI.

1)7- one of two apprepriateDistrict Summary groupings

C- the Total Non-Fo

D- the Total Distri

llow Through grouping.

ct (1 -ihrough 6).grouping.

. E- the Total City groupin
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TABLE 5

PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE lffth AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th
NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS AND PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS

(Mathematics)

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE

1973-1974
%<16 %k50

1974-1975
%<16 %250

1975-1976
%<16 %-250

1973-1974
%416 %250

1974-1975
%416 Z450

1

1975-1976
216 2,;50

88 20 AB 48 An 10 Al 70 an 12 B 66 n 18 a 44 a 8 AB 59 A. 10 B 62 B-

8 AB 55 AB 12 ab 64 AB 12 b 68 B 12 A 62 AR S AB . 71 Al 13 b 61 8

El 21 A2 45 AB 20 a 46 a 11 B 66=R._ 45..a. 20 42 13-- 47-H-

E-- 36 30 11 B 60 A 14 50 13 AB 53 8 13 13 48 A 13 57 B

PP 15 AR 56 AB 5 B 76 A 6 76 B 20 43 11 A 60'AB :14H 58

P1 14 AB 42 AB 11 B 66 B 13 65 B 5 AB 69 AB 8 AR 47 18 44

PF 36 27 17 A 53 A 7 B 69 B 19 54 AB 15 A 52 AB 7 B 65 n

D2F 16 AB 55 AB 13 AB 66 AB 8 B 75 B 15 B 54 B 17 52 _AR 24 39

D4 19 AB 58 AB 14 61 A 13 68 B 13 60 A 7 AB 73 AB 12 62 B

D _2 AR 42 AB 12 B 63 14 60 17 49 10 A 52 A 12 60 B

TET _25 C .43 C 12 CD 62 C 11 n 64 D 16 C 53 C 12 CD 56 CDE 13 58 DE

-iExpansion program absorbed Non-Follow Through groupings; hence no
-.comparisons.



6

PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE 16th AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th
NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS AND PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS

(Mathematics)

CRADE FOUR

1973-1974
g16 a50

19741975
<16 g50

1975-1976
<16 g50

1973-1974 1974-1975
<16 g50 <16 g50

1975-1976
<16 g50

1974-1975
<16 g50

1975-1976
<16 g50

BS 21 AB 37 Ab 10 AB 54 AB 9A5It!1t3OAB27Ab27 ab 38 AB 31 A 40 AB 31 AB 23 AB 29 AB 28 AB

17 aB 52 AB 6 AB 69 AB 9 -B 6 aB 19 AB 4 AB 16 AB 59 AB 9 AB 65 AB 41 ab 20 ab 36 ab 27 ab

RI 33 a 27 a 27 A 36 A 17 a 42 a 51 A 18 A 44 16 31 A 34 Ab 60
.

38 Ab 22 Ab

EDC 24 A 36 10 AB 59 13 15 A 51 AB 39 25 26 37 23 37 48 23 41 24

FP 20 , 30 10 AB 51 A 7 AB 49 A 43 19 34 21 26 35 74 _ 44 A 11 A

PI 9 AB 53 AB 9AB57AB14A 52AB 8AS4SAB1OAS6OAB13ABS2AB27AB21AB18AB29AB

PP 33 41 A 22 43 12 A 52 33 A 23 A 24 44 B 16 A 57 AB
..

38 A 19 39 25

D2F 23 AB 39 AB 19 50 AB 17 43 40 A 26 AB 35 34 a 28 A 38 AB 46 AB 15 A 41 AB _25 AB

D4F 19 B 51 AB 6 AB 69 AR 6 B 62 8 18 AB 45 AB 15 AB 58 AB 10 AB 65 AB 39 A 23 37 26

85F 22 AB 37 A 15:A 47 A 13 AB 47 A 30 AB 29 AB 27 35 B 25 AB 45 AB 43 14 25 AB 27 AB

TFT 24 40 C 14 CD 53 CD 12 CD 51 CD 33 C 30 C 26 D 40 8 21 C 47 CD 46 18 37 C 24
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PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE 16th AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th
NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS.AND PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS

Reading)

KINDERG GRADE ONE
197 1974

Z416 Z50
1974-1975

1416 /..50
11975-1976--

%416 e.50
1973-1974

1416 Zg50
1974-1975

1416 Z5O
1975-19761

1416 1Z50
/38 6 aB 66 AB 4 AB 83 AB 6 B 76 B 19 48 ab 10 AB 58 AI 13 58 B

BA 5 AB 69 AB 4 Ab 81 AB 3B 81 B 8 A 59 Ab 4 AB 71AB 4 B 66 B

RI 9 aB 52 a 12 a 59 a 8 60 21 42 a 20 42 18 43
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TULE 8

PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE 16th_AND AT OR'ABOVE THE 50th-

NATIONAL PEECENTILE_ BANKS AND PERCENTAGE _DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS_

(Reading)
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Tfl 26 34 14 55 C 12 C 54 C 35 25 32 29 25 33 36 25 32 27



APPENDIX B

GRAPHS OF NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKINGSOF MODELS ACROSS THE FIVE YEARS 1971-1972THROUGH 1975-1976
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NATI NAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES,
.SCHOOL YEAR 1 7171972-- YEAR 1 THROUGH SCHOOL TUITP-375-67YEAR 5)-

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Totali
Follow Through grouOing. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES,
SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 YEAR 1 THROUGH ScHOOL_YEAR=5-137 _(YEAR_ 5)

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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NATIONAL pERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES,
SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) -THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1976 (YEAR-5

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES

SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 YEAR 1 THROUGH SCHOOL_YEAR 1_97571576 (YEAR 5)

NOTE: The hori±ontal bar represents the'percentile for the Total

Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES,
SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 (YEAR-1 ) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1976 (YEAR

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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NAT ONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES,
THROUGH SCHOOL YEARHQ7571976_ (YEAR_5)SCHOOL YEA 971-1972 YEAR

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total

Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES
76 YEAR 5)SCHOOL_ YEAR 97 -1972 YEAR 1 THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 75=1

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total
FollowThrough grouping. The height of the vertical line
represents the percentile for the particular model.
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ADMINISTRATOR:
HEADQUARTERS:
TELEPHONE:
PBS CODE:
QPERATING YEARS:
GRADES SERVED:
NO. 6F PUPILS;
NO. OF SCHOOLS:
NO. OF EMPLOYEES:
CURRENT BUDGET:
SERVICE PROVIDED:

----EVALUATION TEAM:

Leontine D. Scott
Room 510. 21st Stree
299-7659
611-01(02) -699. 611-01(02)-511,
1968-1976
K-4
13,161
44
Profess one! 116, Paraprofessional 419, Clerical 11
Regular $5,119,000, Summer $335,000, Total $5,454,000
Seven of the 22 Follow Through models are represented in.
Philadelphia, each model-sponsor contracted to prpvide
staff-development and consulting services for implementation
of-a specific instructional approach, Special funding is
provided to develop effective levels of parent involvement
and special supportive medical, dental; psychological,
social, and nutritional services fot-pifpils.
Thomas McNamara, Judith Goodwin, James Welsh,
Anne Lukshus, Janice Atkins

OBSERVED ACTIVITIES

The iritenc.ed made of operation overall in the regular program was partially
_implemented. The Be.rnk Street Model was well implemented in 1975-1976. The_
Behavior Analysis Model continued to function well also, particularly in two of
the tree schools; the third school was affected by some sponsor-consultant
scheduling problems. Implementation in the Bilingual Model, through better-
sponsor Support, was considerably improved over past years; however, one
chool continued to have serious problems with implementation. The EDC Model's
mplementation, though gOOd oveFell;Tria-s affeCted-b-Y-s-dm-e-theoretical-disagree-

ments regarding the appropriate form of emphasis on the basic skills. Improved
-scheduling of.home visits by parent educators continued to produce better iMple-
rnentation in the Florida Parent Model. The two models usingithe_Phiiadelphia
_Process 1r-.`ructional approach (Parent Implementedand Philadelphia_Process)
also si:lowed improvements in implementation, due especially trthetter articulation-
of responsibilities among instructional specialists, expediters, principals, and
classroom staff.

The parent-involvement component was again very well implemented overall;
_

policy advisory committees (PACs)- weracti-Ve and the model-management system
functioned smoothly. The combination of inflationary costs and retention of fundina
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levels from the previous year again affected the supportive services component
mOst severely; prolonged negotiations to effect contracts again resulted in lack
of services at the beginning of the school year. (Because one school did not
Suornit the requested report forms, statements in this report about the attainment
of Objectives 11-17--supportive services and parent involvement--'are based on
data from 17 schools instead of 18.)

The expansion program, already adversely affected by a "freezing" of Title I

funds the previous year, experienced another long "freeze" period this year,
which hampered the hiring of necessary staff in Grade 1 and the purchase of

required instructional materials. By the end of the year, the project had attained

satisfactory implementation in kindergarten, but first-grade implementation,
attempted for the first time this year, was not fUlty_satisfactory. Among various
approaches, a local adaptation of the Bank Street curriculum and method
("Option 4") was the best implemented.

p I Ach evement

j cave 1: In the February 1976 citywide administration of the Stanford Ear y
School Achievement Test (SESAT), all kindergarten pupils in each of at least
five of the sever models in the regular- program, and in at least 3/4 of the schoo

in the expansion program in each district, will obtain mean raw scores in the

Letters J n d Sounds and Mathematics subtots that fall within the same national

pupil stanine as those obtained by the total kindergarten group in the same models

and schools on t,te SESAT administered in February 1975.

Al-TA/WENT- BJE&T1VE

This objecUve was attained. Five of the seven models and 3/4 of the expansion

schools scored at least as high as the same national stanine in these kindergarten
subtests in 1976 as in 1975; a number of models and schools had higher stanines

in 1976 than in 1975.

jective 2: In the February 1976 citywide admi n of the SESAT, all
_kindergarten pupjls in each of at,least five of the seven models.in the regular
program, and in at least 3/4 of the schools in'the expansion program in each-

district, will obtain mean raw scores in the Letters and Sounds and Mathematics

subtests that are significantly higher (p.05) than those obtained by the total
kindergarten group in each district in which the respective madels and schools

are located._

This objective not aihed. Only 2 of the 7 models and 6 of the 29 expan n
,

schools had scores significantly higher than their respective total districts on
the.-.e kindergarten subtests.



Objective 3 In the February 7976 citywide administration ofthe CaliforniaAchieb.tment Tests (CAT), all first-grade pupils in each of at least four ofthe seven models in the regular program, and in at least 2/3 af the schoolsin the expansion program in each district, will obtain mean Achievement DevelopmeritScale Scares (ADSSs) in Vocabulary ar Total Reading, in Computation or TotalMathematics, and in ,Tate. Language or Spelling that fall within the same nationalpupil.stanine as those obtained by the total first-grade group in the same models andschools an the CAT administered in February 1975.

This objective was attained. The same-stanine expectation was met by six ofthe seven models, and by more. than 3/4 of the expansion schools. First gradersin a number of the models and schools stored in higher stanines in 1976 than in1975.

Objective 41: In the Febru ry 1976 citywide administration of the CAT, all first-grade pupils in each of at least four of the seven models in the regular program,and in at least 2/3 of the schools in the expansion program in each district.-wili
ADSSs in Vocabulary or-Total Reading, in Computation or TotalMathematics, and in Total Language or Spelling that are significantly higher(p.(. 05) than those obtained by the total first-grade group in each districtin which the respective models and schools are located.

This objective was not attained. Of the 7 models, 3 met the criterion, and -among the 29 expansion schools, 6 exceeded their respective districts' first gradersin a reading score, 11 in,a mathematics score, and 8 in a language score.

ective 5. In the February 1976 citywide administration of the CAT, all second-grade pupils in each of dt7east four of the seven models in the regular program willobtain mean ADSSs in Comprehension ar Total Reading, in Concepts & Problems orTotal Mathematics, and in Total Language ar Total Battery that fall within the samenational pupil stanine as those obtained by the total second-grade group in the samemodels an the CAT administered in February 7975.

This objective was attained. Second graders in four of the seven models--Scored at least as high as-the same national stanine in 1976 as in 1975 in each of the
three_test-preas.A-numberof-models-were-inThigher-Staliiffaiii-1976-theñ in 1-9-75.

-Objective 6: In the February 1976 citywide administratton-of the CAT, all secon-d-grade pupils in each_of at least four of the seven models in the regular program_

:Will obtain mean ADSSs in Vocabulary ar Tatal Reading, In Computation or TotalAlathematics,-and in Total LangUage Or Sile-ilini-thOt are significantly-higher(1,<-. 05) than those obtained by the total non-Fallow-Thrthrgh (nationaLcompariscinschool) second-grade group in each district in which the respective modelsare loccted, and by all second graders in each district in which the respectivemodels are located.
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This objective was not attained. Only one model met the criterion with regard
to non-Follow-Through schools, and only two met it in comparison with all second
graders in their respective districts. However, no less than two models scored
significantly higher than either reference group in any of the six test areas.

Objective 7: In the Fetiivary 15 76 citywide administration of the CAT, all third-'
rade pupils in each of at least four of the seven models in the regular pmgram
II obtain mean ADSSs,in Comprehension or total Reading, in Concepts &

Problems or Total Mathematics, and in ,Total Language or Spelling that are
significantly higher (p. 05) than those obtained by the total third-grade groupin the same models in Februcry 1975.

This objective was attained-. Third graders in four of the seven models met
'the criterion.of scoring significantly higher in 1976 than in 1975 in at least one
reading, one mathematics, and one language test area.

ective 8: In the February 1976 citywide administration_ofthe_CAT,_all-third-grade pupils in each of at least three of the seven models-in the regular programwill obtain mean ADSSs'in Comprehension or Total Reading, in Concepts A Problems
or Total Mathematics, and in Total Language or Spelling that are significantly-
11191)er (p. 05) than those obtained by the total non-Follow-Through (notional
comparison.school) third-grade group, and by all third graders, in each district
in which the respective models are located.

This objective was-considered partially attained. Two models met the criterion
with regard to non-Follow-Through schools and two models met it in comparisonith their respective districts' third graders.

Objective 9: In the February 1976 citywide administration of the CAT, all fourth-
grade pupils in eaan Oat least four of the seven models in the regularprocramwill obtain mean ADS.5s in Comprehension or Total Reading_. in Concepts & Pmblems
or Total L:athematics, and in Total Longuaae or Total Battery that are signi5cantly
higher (p. 05) than those obtained by the total fourth-grade group in the same.
models in February 1975.

This objective-was attained.-- Fourth graders- in-four of the-seven modelS----met
the criterion, scoring significantly higher-in 1976 than in 1975-in each of the three
test areas._

Objective 10:- In the February 1976 citywide administration of the CAT, all tburth---
--grade papilsjn each of-at-least three- ofthe SeVen madels-in.-the'regular
will obtain_mean ADSSs in Comprehension or-Total Reading, in Concepts & Problems
or _Total Mathematics, and in Total Language or Total Battery thai ore significantly-
-higher (p<.'05.) than triose obtained by the'total non-Follow-Through (natianal-
comparison school) ;aurth-grade group,-and by_all- fourth-graders, in each
district ih Which the respective-models areloeated.-



This objective was partially attained. Three of the seven models met this
criterion with regard to non-Follow-Through schools, but only two of the models
met ifin comparison with their respective districts' fourth graders.

Supportive_Services and Parent Involvement

Objective 11: -The executive policy advisory committee (PAC) at each school
'II involve at least 75 other parents monthly in committee work to_plan parent

activities, and will work jointly with at lea5t two community-action groups on
projects during the school year. Information regarding these_activities is to be
drown from PAC minute's and reported by each school quarterly on
by the Follow Through Evaluation office.

arms supplied

This objective was partially attained by the project as a who e The criteria
were fully met at 9 of the 17 Follow Through schools that reported, and partially
iTiet by 6 schools. Two schools did not meet either criterion.

Objective 12: At least 10% of the parent population for each school. will-attend an
open_PAt meeting or a districtwide or citywide PAC meeting monthly; at

feast 20% of each school's parents will attend a Follow-Through-related meeting
or affair monthly; and at' least 70% of the parents in each school will attend one

._school meeting or affair during the school year. Sehools will provide pertinent
information quar erly on forms supplied by the evoluation unit.

This objective was not attained by the project as a whole_ The criteria were
tuily met at any of the 17 Follow Through schools that reported. However,

the%, were partially met at 10 schools where at ieast one of the three criteria IN 2s
'fully met and at least 50% of the required percentage on the other two criteria was
-met.

biecfive J3 In each school there will be at least one hour of parent volunteer
n72 monthly to match the number of children in the program. Information to be

suFplie- as for Objective 12.

object ve,was _not attained by the project as a whole. The criterion was
.-fulty m _at-1- of the- 16 Follow:iThroughschools that. reportedregarding-_this.:-
objectiVe..' It was partially met at 4 schools.where.between 0.-5..and.0-7 volunteer
hours per .pupil 'were-provided monthly._ --The-'ef-iteri-on metat

Objective lei: In each school 100% of the total enrollment will receive ot least thc
type of screening for medical problems that is provided by school heolth-serviczs;
no less than 80% of those pupils referred for medical assistance will be treated by_ _ _ _ _

either contracted or noncantracted services arranged by Follow Through personnel.
Information to be provided as- for Objective 12.



Attainment of this objective could not be determined in 1975-1976 because
school health staff were assigned special additional responsibilities regarding the
inoculation of children, and therefore were unable to regularly complete the Follow
Through data forms related to this objective .

Objective 75: In each schoc! 700% of the total enrollment will receive at least the
type of screening far dental problems that is provided by school health services;
no less than.80% of those referred for dental care will be treated through contracted
or noncontrocted services arranged by Follow Through personnel. laformation
to be provided as for Objective 12.

Attainment-of this objective could not be determined in 1975- 976 because the
inhibiting factors noted under Objective 14 nad a simultaneous effect on the evalu-
ation team's efforts to secure dental information.

Objective 76: in each school at least 80% of those pupils referred for psychological
_services will_be examined_by_either_contracted or_noncontracted_agencies;-either
treatment or consultation for 700% of those examined will be provided by contracted
or noncontracted agencies.arranged by Follow Through personnel. Information will
be provided as for ObjectiVe 12.

This objectivewas not attained by the project as a whole. The criteria were
fully met at 3 of the 17 Follow Through schools that reported. They were partially
met at 8 schools where at least one of the criteria was fully met; 4 of these schools
may have met both criteria, but they did not include treatment information in their
report's. Six schools did not meet either criterion.

Objective 17: At least, 85% of each schpol's families will be visited at least once
during the school year by the Fallow)Through School-community coordinator:
the coordinator o-r social worker serving the school will identify all families in
need of social services and will be consistently engaged in helping at least 50%
of these families to secure the services needed from agencies in the community.
Information to be provided as for Objective 72.

This objective was partially attained by the project as a whole. The criteria
re fully-Met et 8-Of the-17 FöllOW Th-r-o-figh SCh-o-ols-thatepo-rted-.--They-Were

partially met by the 9 other schools where at least one of the criteria W aS full y
met. Three of the 9 sChools may have met the criteria fully, but their reports
did not include information for April and May.

lel Condit ons

Objettive 78: To insure that teacher-retention rates are sUfficiently high to
ollow the requi.-ed coatinuity of treatment within Follow Through, it is expected
that the rote of reacher continuance in the program for the four-year span
79 72-1973-to 1975-7976 will be at least 60%. Data will be secured from 5choo
District records.
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Th:s objective was attained. Across all models for the four-year span-197 176 there was a 65% teacher-retention rate, which exceeded the 60% criterion.

Objective 19: To insure that pupil-retention rates are sufficiently high to providefor the program's planned longitudinal effect, it is expected that the overall ratef pupil continuance for the four years 1972-7973 to 1975-1976 will be ot leas60%. Data will be secured by regular updating of the Follow Through pupilfile [rain the School District's Pupil Directory System.

Attainment of this objective could not be determined for this report. Itse ermination requires a complete update of the computerized individual pupilile, not yet accomplished by the Office of Data Processing. (Previous four-yearspans, through 1971-1975, consistently showed pupil-retention rates of at least60%.)

in the regular Follow Through program, the Bank Street Model was well
implemented, the Behavior Analysis Model maintained a very high level of
functioning in two of its three schools, and the Bilingual Model continued to
mprove in implementation in two of its three schools. The EDC Model was welimplemented in general, but experienced some disagreement over the type of stressto be given to basic skills. The Florida Parent, Parent Implemented,.and PHiIa

deiphia Process Models continued to show improvements in all areas of imple-mentation.

n the expansion program, a "freezing" of Title I funds plagued implementationain, particularly affecting the newly introduced program operations in first grade.A local adaptzition of Bank Street curriculum and method was the best implern7ntecloption at both the kindergarten and first-grade levels.

Seven of the 10 achievement objectives (focused on both regular and expansion
prog-rams) were at least partially attained. Fully attained were the five objectiveshaving to do with maintenance of basic skill levels in Grades K-2 and improved
performance over the previous year in Grades 3 and 4. The two objectives dealing-vi:th projectpupils'perf61.mance in Grades 3-and 4 in comparison with that ofdistrict non-Follow-Through groups and total districts were partially attained.The three objectives not attained concerned comparative performance in Grades K-2of project puPlis and total districts. As in' the past, the Bank Street and,Behavior
Analysis Models were the highest-achieving overalL in 1975-1976 the,Ph iladelphia-Process Model generally exceeded the Parent Implemented Model, which in the
past had ranked third among the models in performance.

The parent-involvement component continued to be well implemen edthere wos little consistent evidence of success on the criteria included in th
three anplicable objectives.



Inflation, combined with no increase in funding over the previous year, again
co tribilted to lower levels-of implementation of supportive services in 1975-1976.
Performance data regarding medical and dental services were not consistently
available to the evaluation team.

Teacher-retention rates remlined more than high enough to insure program
continuity. Pupil continuance rates, not yet available, were expected to remain al
a level conducive to the program's intended longitudinal effect.

The regular program and the expansion program functioned well overall
spite of funding problems. In the regular program, the highest-achieving models
continued to be Bank Street and Behavior Analysis, followed in 1975-1976 by
Philadelphia Process and Parent Implemented.


